Remarks 

Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and allowance of the subject 
application in view of the foregoing amendments and the following remarks. 

Claims 1-82 are pending in the application, with Claims 1, 19, 33, 36, 39, 43, 48, 
51, 54, 57, 60, 77, 78, and 81 being independent. 

Claims 1, 19, 33, 36, 39, 43, 48, 51, 54, 57, 60, and 78 are amended herein. 
Further amendments have been made to the claims to correct grammatical errors and 
other informalities found therein. Support for the claim amendments and additions can 
be found in the original disclosure. No new matter has been added. Favorable 
consideration is respectfully requested. 

Specification Objections 

The specification was objected to because the term "Configuration stream 
mapper" in paragraph [0043] (line 3) was incorrectly designated as reference number 
"502." Applicant hereby amends the specification at paragraph [0043] to state 
"Configuration stream mapper 504 " (emphasis provided). Accordingly, Applicant 
respectfully requests reconsideration and withdrawal of the specification objections. 

§ 101 Rejections 

Claim 48 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 101 as being directed to non-statutory 
subject matter. Applicant resp ectfully traverses the rejection. However, in spite of 
Applicant's traversal, without acquiescing to the propriety of the rejection, and for the 
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sole purpose of expediting allowance of the present application, Applicant hereby 
amends Claims 36, 39, 48, and 54 in the manner set forth above. Further, as stated 
above, Examiner Nguyen-Ba agreed that the foregoing claim amendments overcome the 
present rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 101. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that 
Claims 36, 39, 48, and 54 recite statutory subject matter and further requests 
reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection. 

§ 103 Rejections 

Claims 1-8, 11, 12, 14-16, 18-26, 29, 30, 32-65, 69, 70, 72-74, and 76-82 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over Agraharam et oi. (U.S. Patent No. 
6,845,399; hereinafter, "Agraharam") in view of "SDP: Session Description Protocol" 
attributed to Handley and Jacobson (hereinafter, "HandJac"), in further view of Maes et 
al. (U.S. Patent Publication No. 2004/0128342; hereinafter "Maes"). Applicant 
respectfully traverses the rejection and further requests that the rejection be 
reconsidered and withdrawn. However, in spite of Applicant's traversal, without 
acquiescing to the propriety of the rejection, and for the sole purpose of expediting 
allowance of the present application, Applicant hereby amends Claims 1, 19, 33, 36, 39, 
43, 48, 51, 54, 57, 60, and 78 in the manner set forth above. 

Applicant submits that Agraharam, HandJac, and Maes fail to teach the following 

features recited in independent Claim 1: 

multicasting a second plurality of streams that includes a dedicated 
announcement stream and a first stream selected from the first plurality of 
streams, the announcement stream being multicast on a dedicated 
announcement channel and includes presentation description Information 
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of the multimedia presentation, and the selecting a first stream from the 
first plurality of streams being based at least in part on a comparison 
between the presentation description information and multimedia 
resources of a client to determine an appropriate channel to receive the 
selected first stream; and 

mapping the announcement stream and the first stream selected 
from the first plurality of streams to a plurality of channels described in the 
presentation description information. 

With regard to the recitation "multicasting a second plurality of streams...," the 
Action acknowledges that Agraharam "does not specifically disclose that the second 
plurality of streams... includes a dedicated announcement stream, wherein the 
announcement stream includes presentation description information of the multimedia 
presentation" (Office Action, page 4). However, the Action asserts that HandJac's 
teaching of "a session description protocol that is used to convey information about 
media streams in multimedia sessions for the purpose of providing participants of a 
multimedia session with sufficient information to participate in the session" teaches the 
foregoing recitation. Applicant respectfully disagrees. 

Despite the foregoing teachings, however, it is respectfully submitted that neither 
Agraharam nor HandJac teach or suggest "the selecting a first stream from the first 
plurality of streams being based at least in part on a comparison between the 
presentation description information and multimedia resources of a client to determine 
an appropriate channel to receive the selected first stream," as presently recited. Rather, 
HandJac merely teaches a session description protocol to convey information about a 
multimedia session. Further, Applicant submits that HandJac fails to teach or suggest any 
type of comparison or determining an appropriate channel to receive the selected first 
stream, as presently recited. 
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Moreover, the Action acknowledges that neither Agraharam nor HandJac explicitly 
teaches "mapping the announcement stream...," as presently recited (Office Action, page 
5). However, the Action further asserts that Maes (at paragraphs [0027-0034], [0038], 
[0046-0048], [0052-0054], and [0057]) teaches the above limitation (Office Action, page 
5). In particular, the Action states that Maes' teaching of an Image Map Coordinator is 
"equated with Applicants' configurable stream mapper 504." Applicant respectfully 
disagrees and further notes that no pending claim recites a "configurable stream 
mapper," 

Maes teaches the existence of image maps that comprise meta information that 
defines and maps different regions of a multimedia presentation that provide interactivity 
(paragraph [0047]). Maes further teaches that an image map coordinator utilizes map 
files stored in a database to incorporate or associate relevant interaction pages and 
image maps with a given multimedia stream (paragraph [0052]). Such image map files 
also comprise meta information regarding active areas of a multimedia application 
(paragraph [0052]). Lastly, during presentation of a multimedia application, the image 
map coordinator will update the user interaction by sending relevant interaction pages 
when the mapping changes as the user navigates through the application (paragraph 
[0053]). 

Despite the foregoing teachings, however, it is respectfully submitted that Maes 
fails to teach "mapping the announcement stream and the first stream selected from the 
first plurality of streams to a plurality of channels," as presently recited in Claim 1. In 
particular, Applicant submits that Maes does not teach an announcement stream or a 
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first stream selected from the first plurality of streams, as presently recited. Rather, 
Maes is directed to providing user interactivity with the content of a multimedia 
presentation. Further, Maes simply fails to teach any type of announcement stream or 
selecting a first stream from a first plurality of streams. Accordingly, because Maes does 
not teach or suggest an announcement stream or selecting a first stream from a plurality 
of streams, it logically flows that Maes also cannot teach "mapping the announcement 
stream and the first stream selected from the first plurality of streams to a plurality of 
channels," as presently recited in Claim 1 (emphasis provided). 

Additionally, Applicant submits that the image maps, image map coordinator, and 
image map files taught by Maes associate relevant interaction pages with a given 
multimedia presentation. That is, such features indicate portions of a particular 
multimedia presentation in which a user may interact with the content of that 
multimedia presentation. On the other hand, independent Claim 1 is directed to mapping 
both the announcement stream and the first stream selected from the first plurality of 
streams to a plurality of channels, as presently recited. Applicant submits that mapping 
portions of interactivity of a multimedia presentation is inherently different than the 
foregoing recitation. Accordingly, for at least the reasons set forth above, independent 
Claim 1 is patentable over Maes. 

Moreover, although the Action acknowledges that both Agraharam and HandJac 
do not explicitly teach the foregoing recitation of Claim 1, Applicant respectfully submits 
that Agraharam and HandJac do not remedy the deficiencies in Maes noted above with 
respect to independent Claim 1, nor does the rejection make any arguments to that 
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effect. Accordingly, for at least the foregoing reasons, independent Claim 1 is patentable 
over Agraharam, HandJac, and Maes, both singularly and in combination with one 
another. 

Moreover, Independent Claims 19, 26, 33, 36, 39, 43, 48, 51, 54, 57, 60, 77, 78, 
and 81 recit e features similar to those discussed above with regard to independent 
Claims 1 and 33. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that independent Claims 19, 
26, 33, 36, 39, 43, 48, 51, 54, 57, 60, 77, 78, and 81 are also patentable over Agraharam, 
HandJac, and Maes, both singularly and in combination with one another for at least the 
same reasons. 

Further, without any teaching or suggestion as to how or even why the 
descriptions in Agraharam may be modified, it is further submitted that one of ordinary 
skill would not have been motivated to modify the implementations described by 
Agraharam with HandJac or Maes, nor would it have been obvious to try. Further, as 
both Agraharam and Maes fail to teach several features recited in independent Claims 1, 
19, 33, 36, 39, 43, 48, 51, 54, 57, 60, 77, 78, and 81 and the remaining cited references fail 
to remedy the deficiencies in Agraharam and Maes set forth above, Applicant respectfully 
submits that one of ordinary skill in the art would not have sought to modify Agraharam 
and Maes using such references. Likewise, as the references noted above lack several 
limitations of independent Claims 1, 19, 33, 36, 39, 43, 48, 51, 54, 57, 60, 77, 78, and 81, it 
would not have been obvious to try, at the time of the invention, to make the inventions 
as presently claimed. 



Iee@hayes pile 509.324.3256 



-28- 



Attomey Docket No. MS1-1721US 
Serial No. 10/693,430 



Claims 13, 31, and 71 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious 
over Agraharam in view of HandJac, in further view of Maes, in further view of "RTP: A 
Transport Protocol for Real-Time Applications," attributed to Schulzrinne et al. 
(hereinafter, "Schulzrinne"). Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection and further 
requests that the rejection be reconsidered and withdrawn. 

As stated above, independent Claims 1, 19, and 60 are patentable over 
Agraharam, in view of HandJac, in further view of Maes. Furthermore, Schulzrinne 
neither remedies the deficiencies in Agraharam, HandJac, and Maes noted above with 
respect to independent Claims 1, 19, and 60, nor does the rejection make any arguments 
to that effect. As a result, for at least the foregoing reasons, independent Claims 1, 19, 
and 60 are patentable over Agraharam, HandJac, Maes, and Schulzrinne, both singularly 
and in combination with one another. Moreover, as dependent Claims 13, 31, and 71 
depend from independent Claims 1, 19, and 60, respectively, it is respectfully submitted 
that Claims 13, 31, and 71 are also patentable over Agraharam, HandJac, Maes, and 
Schulzrinne, both singularly and in combination with one another. 

Further, without any teaching or suggestion as to how or even why the 
descriptions in Agraharam, HandJac, or Maes may be modified, it is further submitted 
that one of ordinary skill would not have been motivated to modify the implementations 
described by Agraharam, HandJac, or Maes with Schulzrinne, nor would it have been 
obvious to try. Further, as Agraharam, HandJac, and Maes fail to teach several features 
recited in Claims 13, 31, and 71, and Schulzrinne fails to remedy the deficiencies in 
Agraharam, HandJac, and Maes set forth above, Applicant respectfully submits that one 
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of ordinary skill in the art would not have sought to modify Agraharam, HandJac, or Maes 
using such a reference. Likewise, as the references noted above lack several limitations 
of Claims 13, 31, and 71, it would not have been obvious to try, at the time of the 
invention, to make the inventions as presently claimed. 

Claims 9, 10, 27, 28, 67, and 68 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
obvious over Agraharam in view of HandJac, in further view of Maes, in further view of 
"IP Multicast in RealSystem G2 ( " attributed to Thomas (hereinafter, "Thomas"). Applicant 
respectfully traverses the rejection and further requests that the rejection be 
reconsidered and withdrawn. 

As stated above, independent Claims 1, 19, and 60 are patentable over 
Agraharam, in view of HandJac, in further view of Maes. Furthermore, Thomas neither 
remedies the deficiencies in Agraharam, HandJac, and Maes noted above with respect to 
independent Claims 1, 19, and 60, nor does the rejection make any arguments to that 
effect. As a result, for at least the foregoing reasons, independent Claims 1, 19, and 60 
are pate ntable over Agraharam, HandJac, Maes, and Thomas, both singularly and in 
combination with one another. Moreover, as dependent Claims 9, 10, 27, 28, 67, and 68 
depend from independent Claims 1, 19, and 60, it is respectfully submitted that Claims 9, 
10, 27, 28, 67, and 68 are also patentable over Agraharam, HandJac, Maes, and Thomas, 
both singularly and in combination with one another. 

Further, without any teaching or suggestion as to how or even why the 
descriptions in Agraharam, HandJac, or Maes may be modified, it is further submitted 
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that one of ordinary skill would not have been motivated to modify the implementations 
described by Agraharam, HandJac, or Maes with Thomas, nor would it have been obvious 
to try. Further, as Agraharam, HandJac, and Maes fail to teach several features recited in 
Claims 9, 10, 27, 28, 67, and 68, and Thomas fails to remedy the deficiencies in 
Agraharam, HandJac, and Maes set forth above. Applicant respectfully submits that one 
of ordinary skill in the art would not have sought to modify Agraharam, HandJac, or Maes 
using such a reference. Likewise, as the references noted above lack several limitations 
of Claims 9, 10, 27, 28, 67, and 68, it would not have been obvious to try, at the time of 
the invention, to make the inventions as presently claimed. 

Claims 17 and 75 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over 
Agraharam in view of HandJac, in further view of Maes, in further view of Schulzrinne. 
Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection and further requests that the rejection be 
reconsidered and withdrawn. 

As stated above, independent Claims 1 and 60 are patentable over Agraharam, in 
view of HandJac, in further view of Maes, in further view of Schulzrinne. Moreover, as 
dependent Claims 17 and 75 depend from independent Claims 1 and 60, respectively, it is 
respectfully submitted that Claims 17 and 75 are also patentable over Agraharam, 
HandJac, Maes, and Schulzrinne, both singularly and in combination with one another. 

Thus, Agraharam, HandJac, Maes, Schulzrinne, and Thomas, whether taken alone 
or in combination (assuming for the sake of argument that they can be combined), fail to 
disclose or suggest the recitations of independent Claims 1, 19, 33, 36, 39, 43, 48, 51, 54, 
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57, 60, 77, 78, and 81. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that independent 
Claims 1, 19, 33, 36, 39, 43, 48, 51, 54, 57, 60, 77, 78, and 81 are patentable over the 
proposed combination of references. Furthermore, dependent Claims 2-18, 20-32, 34, 
35, 37, 38, 40-42, 44-47, 49, 50, 52, 53, 55, 56, 58, 59, 61-76, 79, 80, and 82 are 
patentable by virtue of their dependency on independent Claims 1, 19, 33, 36, 39, 43, 48, 
51, 54, 57, 60, 77, 78, and 81, as well as forthe additional features that each claim recites. 
Applicant also respectfully requests individual consideration of each dependent claim. 

Therefore, for at least the foregoing reasons, it is respectfully submitted that 
Claims 1-82 are not obvious over the various combinations of Agraharam, HandJac, Maes, 
Schulzrinne, and Thomas, and therefore, the present rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
should be reconsidered and withdrawn. 
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Conclusion 



For at least the foregoing reasons, it is respectfully submitted that Claims 1-82 are 
in condition for allowance. Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and 
withdrawal of the rejections and an early notice of allowance, 

The arguments and amendments presented herein were necessitated by the most 
recent Office Action and the telephone interview between Applicant's representative and 
Examiner Nguyen-Ba dated March 6, 2009, and could not have been presented previously 
because the non-final Office Action rejected claims based on new art not previously of 
record. 

If any issue remains unresolved that would prevent allowance of this case, 
Applicant requests that the Examiner contact the undersigned attorney to resolve the 
issue . 



Respectfully Submitted, 



Lee & Hayes, PLLC 



Dated: 



By: ZM /f4X^ 



Robert C. Peck 
Reg. No. 56826 



Brett J. Schlameus 



Reg. No. 60827 
206-876-6022 
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